
































































































ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF WOODIAWN PLANTATION 

when ti.rat introduced, were the preferred wares and 

fetched very high prices. They deolined in popularity­
and. hence price - only a.a other decoratiorui became 
more sought after. The only consistently less expensive 

ceramic present are the few edged pieces found in the 
collection. 

The relatively low frequency of porcelain, 
frequently considered a very high .tatus item, may at 
fu.t be considered ,,\range. Yet Martin reveals that the 
popularity of porcelain seems lo have declined quickly, 
and decU.ively, after 1779 (Marlin 1994:174). It U. 
al ear that creamware was the beneficiary of porcelain's 

popular decline, but it doesn't easily explain the event. 

The Engh.h Ea.t India Company withdrew 
fwm the porcelain trade in 1791, yet private traders 
continued lo import porcekins into England for several 
decades. Moreover, the American trade began in the 
mid-1780s, shortly after the end of the American 
Revolution (Palmer 1976:25) and there we. a brisk 

Table 4. 

The explanation for thu. decline in porcelain at 
Mid-Atlantia and Southea.tern plantations U., .trangely 
enough, the result of its popularity. As Howard 
comments, "the enormous popularity enjoyed by the 
finest porcelain in the first half of the century now 
encouraged a growing middle class to adopt the style in 
their turn - so often the death knell of any high 
fashion" (Howard 1994: 17). Thu. same view ;,, repeated 
by Marlin, who explains that in the late eighteenth 
century a range of even-ts - lowering prices, greater 

prosperity, increased marketing - all came together at 
once and spurred the public lo spend more lavisbly. 
Material objects - luxuries - that at one time had 
been avaJable ouly lo the wealthiest and most elite, were 
suddenly being used by the middle class. Items that had 
at one time been oymbols of the ruling class' power and 
wealth became more widely avaJable. The result wae a 
race for new symbols. AB one author explains, "the elite 

raced off for new social oymbols; the middling ranks 
galloped after them; even the poorer sorts jogged along, 
at least to the degree that their economic abilities 

enabled them'" 
(Martin 
1994:171). 

Previously Pubh.hed Artifact Patterns (num1ere in percents) 
Compared to Woodlawn This 

may help us, 
then, to 
underetand why 
Woodlawn-a 

plantation 

which by all 

Revio.d C.,olina Ckr.ie:!ton C.,olina Georgia Slave 
Artifact Pili=" 

Kit.::bl!n 51.8-65.0 
&chireciure 25.2-31.4 

TnwnbnuRr 
58.4 
36.0 

, Arttfunt P,l:l='_ 
70.9-84.2 
11.8-24.8 

__ Arti_/Mt f'.J!.:lli'md 
20.0-26.8 
67.9-732 

0.0-0.1 
0.0-02 
0.3-9.7 
0.3-1.7 
0.1-02 
0.2-0.4 

WoeoJ,.,,,_ 
64.9 
31.5 

0.0 
0.0 
0.9 
0.0 
0.0 
2.7 

Fmniture 0.2-0.6 
Pu= 0.1-0.3 
Tobacco 1.9-13.9 
Clothing O.b-5.4 
Pere on.al 0,:1-0.5 
Activities 0.9-1.7 

"Garrow 1982 
'Z.;,"1.n =d 1989 
"Ga.now 1982 
JSingleton 1Q80 

0.2 
0.3 
2.8 
0.9 
0.2 
l.! 

0.1 
0.1-0.3 
2.4-5.4 
0.3-0.8 
0.1 
0.2-0.9 

trade into the 1830s (Schiffer et al. 1980:20). Th;,, 
trade didn't decline until the outbreak of the Opium 
Wars (1839); the resulting massive social dislocations 
dramatically reduced the trade, althotJ8h it did continue 
throughout the nineteenth century (Schiffer et al. 
1980:24, see ako Palmer 1976:25-26). 
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acaountB saw 

extraordinary 

luxuries and 
which was 
inhabited by a 
planter who 
lived beyond bu. 
n1earu 

exhibits a very 

low incidence of porcelain. It seems likely that Lew 
saw others - the growing middle class - ordering 
po:rcelainB and he chose to avoid them. 

Moving from kitchen related items lo those 
considered architectural in nature, the collection :revealB 

relatively little. The nails (n=l 9) are all fragmented and 



SURVEY RESULTS 

Table 5. 
Artifacts Recovered from Previous Investigations in the Vicinity of the Pope-Leighey House 

(All Proveniences Combined for thi. Table) 

Art; fact Number % 
Kitchen Group Artifacts 578 86.8 
Chinese porcelain 6 
English porcelam, undec 3 
white porcelain, decal 1 
lead glazed sUpware 3 
creamware, undec 150 

black tp 1 
pearlware, undea 127 

blue hp 11 
poly hp 5 
blue lp 29 
edged 16 
annular 13 
cable/mocha 1 

whiteware, undec 10 
blue lp 7 
tinted glaze 1 

yellow ware, undec 4 
Rockingham 2 
P ortobello ware 1 
redware, black lead glaze 5 
redware, brown lead glaze 2 
redware, clear lead glaze 1 
stoneware, gray SG 6 
stoneware, bm SG 6 
stoneware, other 4 
refined ew, glaze missing 16 
refined ew, burnt 6 

heavily corroded. No archilectursl hardware was 

encountered, perhaps because there were relatively few 
shovel tests in immediate proximity to the house. Even 

window glass is relatively uncommon. Brick fragments, 
often glazed clinkers, are found, but none are very large. 

One of the most common approaches used to 

group and examine classes of artifacts has been the 

functional groups of "Kitchen, Architecture, FurnHure, 
Personal, Clothmg, Ann., Tobacco, and Acti\OEes 
developed by Stanley South (1977). These serve lo 

subd;v;de historic a8Semblages mto groups which could 

Artifact __ Nwnb.3r % 
buff ew, glaze mllismg 2 
buff ew, clear lead glaze 1 
coarse red ew, glaze missing 9 
coarse red ew, clear lead glaze 6 

coarse red ew, black lead glaze 5 
coarse red ew, brown lead glaze 12 
glass, "black" 71 
glass, green 1 
glass, clear 24 
glass, brown 1 
glass, aqua 3 
glai;s, blue 2 
glass, manganese 3 
glass, melted 1 

Architectural Group Artifacts 74 11.1 
window glass 41 
UID natl fragments 33 

Tobacco Group Artifacts 12 1.7 
kaolin p;peslem 4 
kaolin p;pe bowl fragments 8 

Clothing Group Artifacts 1 0 .2 
button (South's Type 18) 1 

Activities Group Artifacts 1 0 'J 

wire fragment 1 

reflect behavioral categories. In other words, Kitchen 

Group artifacts mclude things that nnght be found in, 
or used in1 a kitchen - ceramicsr table glass, serving 

p;eces, and bottles. Architectural amfacls are those 
assodated w;th bwldings - na;k, h;nges, door locks, 
and even plaster re1nains. 

South's artifact groups are useful for more 

than silnply arrangillg hsts of artifacts. When 
collect;ons from dJferent s;tes - and dJferent kinds of 
sites - are compared we can often see differences in the 
proporUons of the different types of art;facts that the 
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Table 6. 
occupants possessed. For example, 

wealthy planters !ended lo possess 
more personal am.facts (pocket 

knives, watches, writing 
inslrnmenls, and jewelry) than did 
slave.9 . .Archaeologists through lime 
have developed e series of 
"patterns" for different types of 

sites and their occupants. Table 4 
compares the artifact patterns of 
four different site types with that 
from Woodlawn. The Revised 
Carolina. .Artifact Pattern is often 

seen at eighteenth and early 

nineteenth century plantations. 
The Town House Pattern '\vaB 

developed from excavations at the 

Charl..ton (South Carolina) !own 
houses of weal.thy planters and, 
whJe sirnJar lo the Carolina 
.Artifact Pattern, tends to represent 

even more -wt:alth, and conspicuous 

consumption. 

1''1ean Ceramic Date for Materials Recovered 
from the Vicinity of the Pope-Leighey House 

~eram-!£ 
lh1detglued blue Poicekin 

W...t=vald 

Creamware, trarui printed 

undecorared 

Mean Date # 
!),t, R..,,;, (1\i) (~) 
1660-1800 1730 6 

1700-1775 

1670-1795 

1705-1815 
1763-1820 

1738 

1733 

1790 
1791 

6 

3 

I 
150 

f~ ~ ;>;! 
10,380 

10,4:J8 

5,199 

1,790 
268,050 

Peadwa:re, blue hand painted 
poly hand paint.d 
hlue 'traOB{er printed 

1780-1820 
1795-1815 
1795-1840 
1780-1830 
1790-1820 
1780-1830 

1800 
1805 
!SlB 

11 
5 

29 

19,800 
9,0:15 

52,722 
28,880 
25,270 

.:129,235 

The collection from 
Woodlawn most closely resembles 
the Carolina Artifact Pattern, 
consistent with the historical 

..lseJ 
=uk/oah[e 
undecorated. 

Wb.iteware, blue ha=; print 

tinted gl.u 
undecorated. 

Yellowware 

evidence - which is not terribly surprising. What is 
perhaps more surprising is that the collectioI1B do not 
reveal more evidence of wealth. 

This leads UB into a brief discussion of the 
nature of t~ese collections. To say that the materi~ 
from the shovel tests v.rere fragmented is almost an 

understatement. The piecea were very small, often less 
than VJ-inch in diameter and not :infrequently as small 

aJ3 11<-inch. whJe plowing is at least partially 
responsible, this seems to he far more fragmentation 

than is normally seen in plowed collections. We are 

inclined lo believe that we are seeing no! only the results 
of plowing, but ilia the effects of Kesler' s facade 
reconstructions, Hopkins' multiple grader cuts and 

backlJling, and Underwood's garden grading - aB well 
as other, thus far unrecognized, actions during the 
twentieth century. In sum, the archaeological 
collections reveal the extraordinary amount of ground 

distm:bing aclivilies which have taken place al this site. 
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1831-1865 
1911-1917 

182D--> 

1826-1880 

1805 
1805 
1805 

1848 
1941 
1860 

1853 

702,268 ~ 390 0 1800.7 

16 
14 

127 

7 
I 

10 

4 
390 

l2,Q3b 
1,9-11 

18,oOO 

7,412 
702,268 

It's ilio UEeful to very briefly conBider the 
collections which have been derived from the surveys in 

the vicinity of the Pope-Leighey House (Lewis and 
Parker 1987, Lewis 1997). The materials, shown in 
Table 5, resemble those found in the shovel testing, 
although the variety is more extensive. In spite of this, 
the mean ceramic date for these materials is about 1801 
- only 5 years earlier than the date determined from 
the shovel test collections. 

Whal is far different is the pattern analysis. 
The material.,, from the vicinity of the Pope-Leighey 
House very closely resemble the Caro~na Slave .Artifact 

Pattern. This lype of pattern would be expeded from 
eighteenth century slave assemblages where there was 

very ephemeral architecture and the collection is 
dominated by Kitchen artifacts - which is exactly what 
we see in this collection. 
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Lewis and Parker (1987) and Lewis (1997) 
both comment on this unusual assemblage, mentioning 
that in spite of the artifact density, there seeme lo be no 
evidence of architecture - no brick foundations, no 

good evidence of features OT occupation. It may be that 
these materials are representative of a previously 
unrecognized slave component at Woodlawn. If this is 

the case tlus site area is of very special impcrlance. 
Unfortunately, the shovel lest survey in thi. area faJed 
lo identify any remains - likly the result of only a 
small number of shovel lesle actually fallmg into the 
area. 

The Def;mtion of 44FX1146 

We have modified the original site boundaries 
lo take in an area measuring about 500 feet northwest­
southeas\ by 1800 feet southwest-northeast, or a1out 
20.9 acres. These boundaries are based on both the 
shovel lesle, the topography, and the hi.toric struclurea. 

We have included all of the shovel lesle that we 

beheve form the core of the collection north of US 1. 
To this we have added, at the north end, an area 
measuring about 500 feel by 300 feet (3.4 acres) in 
order to take in the collections previously encountered 
by the National TruBt in the vicinity of the Pope­
Leighey House {Lewis and Parker 1987, Lewis 1997). 
We felt this was nece'8ary, in spite of our shovel teats all 
being negative in this area, given the quantities of 

material previously reported (Tables 5 and 6). 

We also took into account the topography and 
National Trust boundaries. For example, the 
northwestern boundary is not only the properly hne, but 
also the edge of a significant slope." Likewise, lo the 
southeast there is another slope, down toward US 1. 
Nol only did we find nothing on this slope, but 
historically nothing ever seems to have been mentioned 

2 While the area to the northwest, at the "kie o{ the 

slope, is thought to have been Woodlawn's pleasure gardens, 

tb area was developed by Fort Belvoir without the benefit of 
any archaeological investigation. Cortsequently, there iB no 

v.ray to detennine what might have been there originally. 

Today, however, the i:ilope is all that remains intact and it 

serves as a reasonable boundary. 

in this area. 

Finally, we incorporated Grand View, the 

house buJt in 1859 by Jacob Troth. This is in spite of 
our failure to identify any significant quantity of 
material. in thi. portion of the site.3 We have no good 
reason to include it with the W oodfawn site, except that 

we expect additional research to show a blurring together 
of remains from the vicinity of thi. structure with those 
from the Woodlawn mansion. Future researchers, after 
additional investig~tion in this area, may desire lo block 
it out and assign a separate site number. 

Excluded from the site boundaries a. we define 
them are the possible architectural remains reported by 
Flanagan (1985) along the edge of Pole Road. We 
found no 8".;'idence of archaeological or architectural 

remains in t:lus area. Should this reputed site area be 
found in the future, the boundaries can be increased lo 
incorporate the area or, alternatively, a new site can be 

defined (based on the nature of the materials 
encountered). 

The central UTM coordinat~s of this site are 

Zone 18, 314170E 4287370N - the same as the 
original site centerpoint. This site encompasses a.bout 
30% of the area defined as a National Historic 
Landmark. 

Soils in the site area are variable, reflecting the 

extensive modifications found around the main house. 

For example, Shovel Test 10 on Transect 3, between 
the main house and the visitor parking area, revealed 

about 0 .3 foot of dark brown sandy loam which hkely 
reflects landscaping fill over 0.6. fool of hght brown 
loamy clay, representing the original A horizon. Below 
this is a firm_ orange clay. In contrast, between the 
hoUBe and southern gardens, Shovel Test 16 on 
T ransecl 6 revealed about 0.8 foot of brown loamy clay, 
perhaps landscaping fill or some other modified soJ 
zone, ovedying 0.5 foot of light brown loamy clay, 
which in turn overlaid subsoil. In contrast, to the eaBt 
of the main house, toward the ice house, the soils seem 

less disturhed, with brick fragments noted in the soJ 

3 There is a filled well under the porch of Grand 
View, according lo Frick (1953,6). 
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profiles to depth. of about 1.3 feet. 

The variability in the soil profiles reveals that 
there has been so much alteration of the ovedying ,oil., 
it would be diffi.cult to reconstruct the original soil 
profiles or depth. for much of the site area. 

Site Assessxnent 

It is appropriate, frotn a 1nanage1nent 

perspective, lo explore whether site 44FX1146 is 
signilicant. Or, put another way, would it be appropriate 

for Woodlawn Plantation to also be listed on the 
National Register for its archaeological research 
potential (i.e., under Criterion D). 

The data sets identified by this initial survey 
are limited to archaeological materials - ceramics, 

nails, window glass1 fragments of container gla'ss, and 

such - nOne of which seem very exciting. Moreover, 

these remains are highly fragmented, suggestive that 
they have seen considerable abUBe since deposition. We 

did not, for example, encounter any clear evidence of 
features, except for one very important exception. We 

did relocate the black staining mentioned by Hopkins in 
the west yard of the main hoUBe. Another archaeological 
feature - the 1.ce house - was found through research 

to have been al.moot completely excavated. Other 
research suggests that so much land alteration has 
occurred hat the potential for the identitication of 
features mnsi be viewed somewhat skeptically. 
Moreover, documentary research aka suggests that the 

multiple putting up and taking down or reworking of the 
wIDt:s and hyphens has likely destroyed any evidence of 
builders' trenches. Much of the area under the main 
hou.se has also been disturbed. 

In other words, the data sets - and their 
integrity - seem to be low. This would make any 
efforts at archaeological research difficult. 

We must temper this assessment, however, 

with the observation that in spite of the intensity of this 
testing, there are still many areas which did not receive 

the level of testing that we would have liked to see. 

Fur example, there is compelling evidence that 

individual plantation structures cannot be realistiC'ally 
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identified UBing a teITTing interval greater than 25 feet 
(see, for example, Keel 1 q9Q). In fact, an interval of 10 
to 20 feet is likely to be even more effective, assuming 

such an approach is cost-effective. In other words, the 

current level of investigation is likely not adequate to 
conclude that no additional structures are present in the 

site area. 

This also means that even while the 
judgmental tests failed to identify the location of the 
posited northern privy, we cannot conclude that it does 

not exist, or that the previous landscaping activities have 
destroyed any evidence of it. In fact, privies, because of 

the their construction attributes, are likely to be well 
defined in the archaeological record. We silnply have 
not adequately tested for it. 

In a similar fashion we have an inadequate 
sample to appropriately address the issue of structural 
remains to the south of the main house. Jn spite of the 
garden modifications and the more recent grading for 

pa.-rking, this area, with additional close interval testing, 
may reveal evidence of the servants' quarters. Reference 

to Figure 21 does reveal a number of positive shovel 
tests in this particular area. 

Other specific ::;ite a_reas, such as the garden 

hoUBe reported by Hopkins and the foundation wall 
reported by Frick, aka remain to be relocated by very 

close interval teg\ing. 

Flinally, the assemblage in the vicinity of the 
Pope-Leighey House is of speciJ interest since it may 

represent evidence of a slave settlement at Woodlawn. 
While there has been much effort to interpret the main 
house and the lifeways of the LewiseS, the African 
.Americans at Woodlawn have received rather modest 
attention. The remains in th1.s area, with additional 

study, may be able to help 'ectify this. 

AB a result, we recommend that the 

archaeological re1nains identified in the study area be 

corulidered potentially eligible for inclllllion on the 
National Register of Historic Places under Criterion D. 

In the conclusion of this study we will revisit this issue 

and outline our recommendatioru for a secondr more 
intensive level of investigation. 
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Based on the current study we do not behove 
that the area outside the defined 44FX1146 site 
boundary exhibite significant archaeological potential. 

The area south of US 1 includes the OH. 
T ufton Mason house, a simple nineteenth century 
vernacular form, a.s well as what was originally the 

Sharpe stable complex, built in 1912. The area is 56.4 
acres incorporating a few fringe wooded areas, although 
most of the tract is in pasture, horse paddocks, or 
stables. This area has never been assigned a site number 
and ;,, not incorporated within the boundaries of the 
N alional Historic Landmark, but is included with the 
boundaries of the National Register properly. 

The area of high probability on tb side of US 
1 was laid out lo measure about 550 feet east-we<! by 
450 feet north-south, encompassing about 5.7 acres. 

The remaining 50.7 acres fell into the low probability 
zone. A total of 613 shovel tests were laid out in tb 
portion of the survey tract - 1 Q2 shovel tests in the 

high probability area, which an additional 421 laid out 
in the low probability area. Of the latter, 202 we;e not 
excavated because of slopes over 10° or hecause they 

fell into "high uae" horse areas where it was deemed 
unsafe to conduct shovel testing. These shovel test 

locations were examined as part of the pedestrian survey 

and in virtually all of these areas there was excellent 

surface mibility. 

Only six shovel tesle and five surface area 
inspections in this area of the survey tract were positive, 

representing l.So/o of the total. Of these,- five are 

scattered in the high-probability area. The remaining six 

are found in various outlying areas and are interpreted 
as isolated remains (Figure 21). 

Considering first those materials not included 
in the high probability area, we identified two clear glass 
fragments and one piece of window glass from Shovel 
Test 19 on T raruiect 55 . .An additional four shovel lesle 
excavated in a cruciform around this positive test 
produced no additional materials. The materials from 
tb test are considered isolated finds. 

One surface find a.nd one positive shovel test 

(ST 13) were found on T ransecl 58. The surface find 
was three injectable vaccine bottles, hkely associated 
with veterinary ca.re of the horses in the area. These are 

modern and considered an isolated find. ST 13 yielded 
one fragment of clear glass, which appears to be modern 
based on clarity and condition. No additional shovel 
tests were excavated around this particular find. 

On Transect 68 we identified two surface 
finds. The first was near Shovel Test 4 and consisted of 
one light green and one clear glass fragment. No 

materials were fo'\.l.Ild in the shovel tests. These materials 
are modern and no additional testing•was conducted. 

Near Shovel Test 8 we recovered one green glass 
fragment and one clear glass. Again, these items are 
modem and are likely associated with the current 

activities on the tract. No additional shovel tests were 

excavated in this area. Both finds are interpreted as 

isolated remains. 

Finally, on Transect 65B, Shovel Test 13 
yielded two fragments of brown glass, two fragments of 
hght green glass, 2 milk glass fragments, five fragments 
of clear bottle gl...,s, and one fragment of window glass. 
ThIB test is situated at the Dogue Creek forest margin. 

There is no evidence of any ~1ctural remains in the 

area. A series of eight additional shovel tesle in this area 
produced no additional 1naterials. It seems likely that 

these remains reflect mid-twentieth century trash 

disposal al the margin of the properly. Although a 
number of iternB were recovered from the one shovel 

teat, in the absence of additional materials, this is also 

coruidered an Uiolated find. 

Turning to the area within the high prohability 
boundaries, two of the five finds are clearly isolated. On 
T ransecl 65 a surface find, a fragment of "black" glass, 
was recovered in the vicinity of Shovel Test 1. This 

came from the paddock area just to the south cl US 1. 
This area is in constant use and is extensively eroded. 

Since the shovel tests in this area failed to reveal any 

hurled depasile (and, in fact, confirmed the erosion and 
fill ep;,,odes, along with the heavy horse u;e) no 
additional, close-interval tests were excavateJ. This IB 

considered an isolated find, although it may have 
originated at the Otis T. Mason houae. 

On T ransecl 58, between shovel tests 8 and 9 

45 



ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF WOODIAWN PLANTATION 

we recovered a smell fragment of brown salt glazed 
stoneware. A series of five shovel tests were placed at 

this location (a central test al the find and four 
additional tests at 25 foot interval. in a cruciform 
petlem). None produced additional remains. This item 
U, also considered an Uiolated find. We su.pect that it 
originated at the Otis T. Maaon hou.e. 

The Ofu T. Mason House - 44FX2461 

The final three shovel tests were all situated 
north of the Otis T. Maaon house T rartllect 57, Shovel 
T este 8, 9, aud 10). These finds are shown in Table 7 
and appear consistent with the lypee of materiale which 
would be found in the vicinity of a mid- to late 
nineteenth century slruc!ure.4 What is lacking are 
temporally diagnostic materials. In fact, the additional 
shovel tests placed in the site area revealed no additional 
maleriale. The soils are not eroded, exh;J,iting about 0.6 
foot of brown sandy loam aver a mottled clay subsoil. 

Additional close interval shovel tests failed to 
reveal any additional materials, suggesting a very clean, 

well-kept yard. Whether this waa the historical natm:e of 
the house or whether this may reflect some type of 
twentieth century modifications is not clearly 

understood. It is also possible that additional, more 
interuiive, close interval inspection of this properly may 

better define the boundaries and contribute a fuller 
understanding of arhlacl density at the site. 

For the current study, the boundary of this site 
is estehlished as measuring about 200 feet north-south 
by 100 feel east-west, to encompass about 0.5 acre. The 
central UTM coordinates fm this site are Zone 18, 

314200E 4286960N. 

Our investigation failed to reveal a07 details 
concerning the house, other than that the only known 
well for the house has been in constant use, precluding 
it being a potential archaeological feature. During the 
early T ru.l eclivities on the site Frick observed that: 

~ The house was li1e}y constructed after 1865 and 
wa. pwbably wed through about 1905, when it was purch.,ed 
by Elizabeth Sharpe. A ca. 1890 photograph ,hoWB the u•e 
during its period of active we (Wehner et al. 1980,Pigure S). 
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Table 7. 
Arnfacts Recovered from the Vicinity of the 

Otis T. Mason House (Traruect 57) 

Artifacts ST8 STCJ 
container glass, clear 2 2 
window gla.s 1 
urn nail fragment 1 
wire nail fragment 
roofing nail 
UID metal fragments 

the well at the Maaon House is a 
drilled well whiah was foolishly sunk 
within the confines of the older dug 
well. It is unsealed, and to be safe 
would have to have an extension put' 

on the casing plus a proper seal 
(Frick 1953:6). 

StlQ_ 
6 

1 
3 
1 

" ~ 

We did not inquh:e about, or examine, this well during 
our BUIVey since Frick's description makes it clear that 

it is unlikely to yield any significant archaeological 
remains. 

At the present time our a.Bsessment of this site 

iB somewhat ambiguous. The data sets present are very 

bruted, both in terms of quantity and also diversity. We 
failed to identify any archaeological features and the 
artifacts recovered fail to include ceramics or other 
datable remains. In fact, they are even unsuitable for 
even the most simple patlern studies. This may indicate 

that refuse from the house was taken to a dump site or 

that the shovel lest strategy was unable to examine 
enough of the site area. 

We recommend the site as potentially eligible, 
pending additional investigations. If more extensive, and 

varied, data sets are encountered then, at least this 
portion of the National Register site south of US 1 may 
be considered aleo eligible under Criterion D. 



CONCLUSIONS 

Summarv 

A. a result of this wm:k Woodlawn Plantation, 
held by the National Trust for Historic Preservation 
since the early 1950s, has received its first thorough 
archaeological survey. In the past the T ntst' s primary 
concern was with the care and maintenance of the 
variow architeclural resources on the properly. This 

survey marks a new phruie in how the properly is cared 
for and interpreted. 

The archaeological investigation has the 
proverbial "good news" ~ "bad news components. The 
bad nEWB iB that much of the archaeological potential of 
the tract has been diminished by years of "restoration" 
efforts. Each succeasive owner - and owner's architecl 

- has sought to remake Woodlawn in the image they 
had of the proper Georgian colonial mansion. This 
resulted in damage to the archaeological resources 
through coUBlruction activities - taking walla down and 
putting up new ones, grading new access road.a, placing 
new utilities, and so forth. It resulted in damage 
through landscaping efforts - adding gardens, 
reformatting gardens, and establishmg new plantings. 

The "archaeological" investigations conducted by 
architect Alden Hopkin. in 1953 did far more harm to 
the resources than good. Hopkin. left us almost nothing 
in trmns of documentation and the work seems to have 
tcld us httle about the original garden. The deciBion lo 
use the area around the Otis T. Mason house as stable 
property seemB lo have diminished the archaeological 
resources of this particular area. The decision to 
"excavate,. the ice house, but maintain no notes, take 
no photcgraphs, and forgo screening for artifacts, has 
dramatically reduced the ability of tb feature lo 
contribute information concerning this particular aspect 
of the plantation. Even routine maintenance has 

resulted in some unfortunate choices, such as the use of 

some site areas for deposition of brush, loge, gravel, and 
other materials. 

A. a result of these activities the archaeological 

integrity of Woodlawn is certainly not as clear today rui 

it was in the eaJy 1900s. It is not easy to decide 
whether Woodlawn's archaeological remains have the 
ability to address significant research questions. While 
unfortunate, these are the issues which soni.etimes 

O..."'Ctlr. The way archaeology is done has changed over 
time, as hrui the understanding of its importance. 

The good neWB is three-fold. First, we have 
completed a detailed study that includes the information 
necessary to help guide future management activities at 
Woodlawn. Recommendations regarding tb particular 
issue are offered below. This information is 

hnmediately available and can be implemented, if 
desired, into Woodlawn's daily activities immediately, 
without any further study or investigation. 

Second, the current study begins to more 

cleaJy define the archaeological parameters of 
Woodlawn, defining two archaeological sites and 
establishing reasonably accurate bound.Bries. One eite, 
44FXI 146, iB the Woodlawn Plantation main complex, 
although it aleo includes the Troth House. Tb site, 
measnrinii abont 500 feet northwest-southeast by 1800 
feet southwest-northeast, incorporates about 20.7 acres. 
The other site, 44FX2461, iB the Otis T. Mason house 
and yard site. It measuree only 200 by 100 fset, or 
about 0 .5 acre. 

And third, the current research establishes for 
us, in pretty clear terms, where we need to conduct· 

additional research. Tb helps us focus our efforts no! 
on the entire 126 acre tract, but on those apecilic areas 
where more detailed investigations are not only 

appropriate, but also meet cost-effective. 

Research Topics al Woodlawn, 44FX1146 

.AB previously discussed, the ruisessment of 

44FX1146 provides mi~ed results. The data sets do 
not, at first glance, seen1 to exhibit much variety and 
are relatively sparse. There are also issues concerning 
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the integrity of those data sets which are present. 

On the other hend, the arlifaote which are 
present Buggest a mean ceramic date between 1800 and 
1805. In contrast, the mean historic date, for the lewis 
occupation alone, IB 1823. For the combined Lewis and 
Troth-Gillingham occupation the mean historic date ill 
extended to 1846. On the other hand, if we assume 
that there was some sort of occupation in the site area 
with the beginning of the Washington period, then at 
the end of the Lewis occupation the mean historic date 
would be 1800. 

In other worck, either the mean ceramic date 

is unexpectedly early - and we have to look for some 
sort of explanation associated specifically with the 

Lewises' occupation and lifestyle - or we need to 

consider that there may have been some sort of 

settlement in the site area prior to t/1e _Lewises 

f!stab/is/iing t/udr tnansion on Grays Hiff. 

Tb. finding opens some previOUBly unexplored 
territory that deserves very careful historical research. 
For example, it would be worthwhile to review 

Washington's plantation records and papere for any 
evidence of an earlier settlement in this area, as well as 
reasonable to review the Lewis es' letters and papers for 

any evidence that the economic conditions were so 
severe that they resulted in ma.Bsive curtailments of 

ceramics purchases after about 1810. This historical 
research should be combined with additional 
archaeological investigations intended to identify better 
preserved collections of materials a$sociated with the 

plantation. 

There is, of course, one additional explanation 
- one which archaeologiBts have begun to recognize as 
a significant factor in sotn"1 areas. We are discovering 

that on some sites there is a significant time-lag 
between a ceramic's mean date, and its deposition in the 

archaeological record - so much so that one 

archaeologist, William Adams, suggests that ceramics 
last 20 to 30 years in a household before being 
discarded. Adding 25 years to the mean ceramic date of 

1800 would yield 1825 - and a pretty reasonable 
concurrence with the mean historic date. Yet there is 
disagreen1ent concerning this. One signili_cant problem 

;, that we don't see this time lag at all sites. fue we to 
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apply it only when it helps 11B reconcile the 
archaeological and historical evidence? That isn't a 
particularly useful approach. Moreover, are we to 

assume that the Lewises, reported by at least some 

~rians to be living extravagantly, would retain 
ceramics so long past their peak in Popularity? 

So, in a sense, we have come full circle. There 
are a variety of explanations for the available data. We 

need now to explore and examine the specific 
circumstances at Woodlawn more carefully in order to 

arrive at some reasonable conclusion. Regardless of the 
outcome, this line of research may offer an entirely new 

dimension to our understanding of Woodlawn. It 
represents research which should not be passed up. 

The current ;esearch also provided one po,.ible 
explanation for both the occurrence of materials in the 

vicinity of the Pope-Leighey House, as well as an 
explanation for their seemingly unusual pattern. The 

artifact pattern from the previous surveys and limited 
testing in this area closely reeemble the existing 
Carolina Slave Artifact Pattern - typical of eighteenth 
century slave settlements in the Carolinas and, we 

believe, Virginia. 

A. Sanford explains, the last quarter of the 
eighteenth century was a period of change in the way 
slavery occurred at Virginia plantations. There was a 

movement from a staple crop to one of diversified 
agriculture: "high population deruity, a reduced tobacco 
market, and increased land pressure led to new 
emphases on grains and plantation self-sufficiency" 

(Sanford 1996:133). So how might these changes have 
affected the slaves at Woodlawn, which had to import 
food from another plantation in order to support the 
slave population? 

How also does Woodlawn's slavery compare 
with that found at Washington's Mount Vernon 
Plantation. Researeh there {see, for example, Pogue and 
White 1991) is beginning to provide a fairly coherent 
view of Washington's evolution of slave management. 

How might Woodlawn - seemingly under a less 

benevolent master - be different? 

There are, of COUISe, addrnonal research topics 

which are more directed at reconstructing the plantation 
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landscape at Woodlawn. We have previously outlined 

five specific t..ks, based on questions or clues from the 
historic reeearch, that we believe are not only 

appropriate, but critical for further research. These 

include: 

• Inverligation the area northeast of 

the main house (north facade) in an 
effort lo locate a matching privy. The 
current research points to two 

different areas. Our initial efforts 
found artifacte at both. Research 
here will likely require block 
excavations. 

• Excavations in the area southwest 

of the main house (south facade)in 
an effort to locate the servant's 

quarlerE, whether paatbellum or 
antebellum. Again, there are 
tantalizing clues in the historical 
record, but no firm evidence. 

• Research the area northeast of the 
main houge in an effort lo locate the 
garden house. Here it may be 
pos~ible to use close interval testing 
lo locale the slruchtre, but afterwards 
it deserves lo be fully exposed and 
interpreted. 

• Another mystery is the area of 
Frick's water line for a fue hydrant 
from the Lewis Heights area, where 
he reported a brick wall. Is this the 
garden structure shown by Hopkins 
or something different? Clase 
interval testing, combined with slot 
trenches would likely resolve the 
question. 

• 'fhere should also be wme effort to 
determine if there is, in fact, a 

structure al the southwest edge of the 
properly, as reported by Flanagan. If 
so, what is it? 

Although these research topics are 

particularistic, they are very much associated with the 

interpretation of Woodlawn to the public - one of the 
major concerns of the T 'fllilt. 

A final topic worthy of brief mention is the 
further investigation of both the Troth and Mason 
houses. From the earliest reports of Frick, the Trust 
seetru3 to have viewed these resources primarily in the 
context of "tenant" houses: how can they be used foe 
income or housing of staff. There seems to have been 
relatively little effort lo understand their place in the 
context of Woodlawn's history. 

For example, how did Quakers live on 
Woodlawn? Did they move out of the mansion because 

it was in disrepair, simply too large for their needs, or 
because it represented a 'way of life that conflicted with 
their simplicity? How does the Troth hoUBe reflect the 
lifewaY" of nineteenth century Quakers? What sort of 
refuse patl:em - or arlifact pattern - is associated with 

their occupation? We have already noted an abundance 

of slate fragmen!B. Might these represent writing slates 
from the Quakers' efforts al education? 

One resource we have not examined is the well 

undec the Troth porch. In addition, what might very 
close interval testing in the Troth yard reveal? 

In a similar fashion, the Mason house requires 
far more investigation than this initial survey has been 

able to devote to it. Ar.e the archaeological deposits 
adequately intact to allow the house lo address questions 
concerning farmsteads in the last kl.£ of the nineteenth 
century? 

We have posed many questions in this 

discussion - not to imply that we know nothing, but 
rather to clearly reveal that Woodlawn may have the 

potential to address issues far beyond the lifeways of the 
famous elite. The National Trust has an interesting 
resource whlch has not yet been fully lapped. 

Recommendation.~ 

We divided our recommendations into two 

categories. !he first offers a few observations on how 

additional research at Woodlawn may be conducted, 
taking into account what we have learned from the 

. ' 
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current project. The second set of recommendations are 

oriented toward the management of the resources 1 with 

the goal of maintaining their current condition and 

preventing a.ny furlher deterioration of the resource. 

Fut=e Historical and 
Archaeological Investigations 

Much of the avaJable secondary historical 
sources avaJable for this study focused on the place of 
the Lewises in the Washington family. WhJe 
interesting and useful in terms of the context, it doesn't 

go far enough. A critical need, in tenns of our 

archaeological understanding of Woodlawn, is more 
hi.Btorical research with a specific goal of providmg 
information relevant to archaeolO:gical research. The 

previous dUicussions have provided some idea of the 

topics appropriate, including studies of the buying and 
consumer habits of the Lewises, their economic status 

throughout their ownership, more spe~ilic information 

on land-use activities, and a far broader focus on the 
African American slaves on Woodlawn. ll would be 

useful to accumulate (11B has already begun al 
Woodlawn) and interpret historical photograph., 
including those aerial images avaJable from the 1930s 
on. 

Although it may not be feasible to have tb 
historical research conducted by an archaeologist, it 

wo1Jd be wise to have an inter~ciphnary team, 
estabfu.hed under a truly equal partnership. We have 
learned tbxough many projects that often what 
historian> find interesting and u.eful in their work may 
provide little useful data to archaeological inveslijjations. 

Woodlawn should also diligently work on 
integrating the archaeological and historical studies into 
the public interpretation of Woodlawn. Just as the 
National Park Service is -working to more adequately 
and accurately integrate .African American slavery into 

its interpretation of our nation's historical parks, so too 
should Woodlawn seek to add additional dimensionB to 
this unique and beautiful site. 

Field investigations at a variety of plantation 

sites have repeatedly demonstrated that the 
identification of struclmes can only be achieved by 
using very close interval testing. While 20 feet may be 
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adequate, 10 feet iB far better. Although this may seem 
labor intensive, it is often far quicker - and more 

successful - than a variety of other techniques. We 
believe that any effort to identify speci.fic buildings at 
W oodlewn would do well to begin with this sort of close 
interval testing. 

Our field investigations al.o reveal that the 
artifacts at the site may be small and fragmented. In 
addition, there appears to be considerable stratigraphic 

mixing and alteration of the natural soJ profiles. In 
order to :min.imize the effects of 1oth, we recommend 
that future testing use 2-foot units, rather than the 
standard 1-foot shovel test. The 4-fold increase in 
volume and avaJable profile provides a larger sample of 
materials and also provides a greater opportunity to 
examine and interpret soJ profJes. Both lead to greater 
interpretative validity. 

Finally, we have tried to produce a map with all 
of the ourrently avaJable information placed as 

accurately as possible. If Woodlawn is serious in 

focusing on and exploring its archaeological potential, 
it would be a wis€ investment to create an accurate site­

wide grid into which all future work could be integrated. 
This would help ensure that the results of one study can 
be nnderatood in the broader context of the site. 

Management Activities 

First and most fz.indaln'2ntal/y, ll'a 

rtzcomm.end tliat no ground dish.irbing activities b'2 

und0iaken within dzn bozindari12S of eit/wr of tlw two 
sites idtzntifieJ on t/1'2 SttrtX!y tract widzout a detailed 
arc/1aeo/ogica/ assessttt'-!nt. 

At the risk of seeming inHexible, ii is critical 
for us to emphasize that we very broadly interpret 
"ground diBturbing." It should include any excavation 
- the grading for a driveway, the placemen! of a new 
utility, or the planting of a new rose bush. 

Ground disturbing also means using an area 
for the storage of gravel (since the gravel compacts soJ 
and it is impossible to remove it without some ground 

modification), or for the deposit of brush and leaves 
(since these have the potential to alter soil chemistry, 

fumt the potential for the area to be investigated, and 
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may have secondary damage associated with them). 

Gwund disturbing should also be understood 
to include any aativities taken by residents in the two 
historic houses. At the Troth hoUBe1 for example, there 
are gardens, a barbeque pit, and other yard ectiviEes. All 
of these have affected the archaeological resources and 
none should be conducted in the future without an 
archaeological assessment. 

Moreover, Woodlawn should understand that 
many decisions have significant, and long-term 
implications to the archaeological resources. Many years 
ago a decision was made to lease the stable facilities 
south of US 1. This decision seems lo have been made 
without -regard for the archaeological implications. 
Through Erne erosion has taken place, demolition and 
rebuilding has occurred, fill has been added lo fields, 
woods have been cleared, pastures have been extended, 
and other fixtures have been added. All of these actio!lB 
- directly or indirectly stemming from the decision lo 
lease the Sharpe ,tables - have hed dramatic irnpacls 
on the archaeological resources of the area. 

Not all activities require the same intensity 0£ 
-investigation, but they all require some level of study. 

It seems that too often in Woodlawn's past 
recommendations for archaeological studies were not 
implemented. Often the lack of funds was cited. This is 
unacceptable. The Trust has the same obligation to its 
below ground resources as it does to those above ground. 
If there aren't funds for an archaeological study, then 
the proposed undertaking should be postponed until 
such Erne as funds can be rnade available. 

At other times archaeological investige1_:tioru; 
were not conducted because the definition of ground 
disturbance was loo strict. For example, considerable fill 
was added lo the southern gardenB, but no 
archaeological study was undertaken since this work did 
not involve cutting. Yet the recommendations to make 
careful notes on what was done were ignored. We have 
no information on how much soil was added, exactly 
where it was added, how it was placed, what sort of 
activities took place to ready the garden for the fill, or 
what other activiEes might have taken place. Nor do we 
have any good WormaEon on how this fill may be 

affecting buried archaeological deposits. Was there any 
change is soil chemistry? Was the ground compaction 
changed? There is good evidence that fill acEvities 
create adverse effects on archaeological resources. If fill 
is ever to be used, an archaeological investigation should 
be mandatory. 

Our second r'2Commendation is tliat 
Woodlawn intagra-00 arcliaeology into dieir sibz..un"de 

disaster planning. There are a number of disasters 
which have the potential lo adversely affect 
archaeological resources. Woods fi~ may result in the 
use of fue plows, damaging archaeological sites. 
Tornadoes may uproot trees, with the subsequent rush 
to "clean-up" and "restore" causing additional logging 
damage to fmgJe archaeological resources. Even a house 
fire may result in the loss or damage to critical 
archaeological collections or field records. The Trust 
should seek lo enBure that steps are taken lo protect the 
archaeological resources even in the midst of disaster. 

T1iird, W'-' recominend tliat sonuz standard 
curatorial practices be estab/isluuJ for tfuz care of 
ardiaeologicaf coOections and f;efd 1'JCOrds. Woodlawn 
currently lacks appropriate curatorial space. During our 

visit it was d;ff;cult lo idenlliy and find material. 
relevant to the study. Some archaeological materials 
were never found. Some fi:om othe-r collections we-re 
missing or misplaced. There is a clear need for 
additional space in which to organize and appropriately 
store collections, additional storage equipment such as 
shelving and map cases, and addiEonal staff able lo 
devote the time necessary to these tasks. 

Lacking any established curatorial pracEces for 
archaeological collections we established a simple system 
and began the process by cataloging both our collectioru; 
and those previous collections which could be located 
during our visit. We believe that the system is simple, 
yet flexible enough for future expansion. We 
recommend that cataloging be maintained in a 
consistent fashion. 

In parncular it is criEcal that all records and 
reports associated with a part:icular project be 
maintained with the collections and under as much care 
as the collections themselves. The collections, without 
the associated notes, documentation, and reports, are 
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virtually weless. This meane that not only mwrt 
C"Uiatorial effort be spent on the collections, but also the 
associated documentation. 

Fourt/11 W'2 recotn11umd tliat die Trust co1u1uct 

arduurological conservation on a number of spzdmens 
curr01t!y on exlzibit. These items are not incorporated 

into the cataloging system, but should be during 
conservation treatment. Currently these objects are in 

an advanced state of deterioration with evidence of 
active corrosion. Conservation treatments will 

dramatically prolong their lifespan, which is likely 
critical considering their use in displays and 
interpretation. While Chicora conducts such 

treatments, there is also an archaeological conservator 

in Alexandria, within very close proximity to 
Woodlawn.1 

Fiftli, and at a very site spw:ef;c /eve/, we re.commend 

t/,at a baunJ.,ry f•n= bo <ZStab/is/wJ around tJ,e 
dafined area of t/w Mason houstz sil<Z to eluninate any 

future horse related activity. This will help clearly 
establish the area as one deserving of protection. 

Sixt/z, we rcco1ntnend that al/ staff men~rs, docents, 
volunteers, and tlwse /easing or renting space at 

Woodlawn recehog some 1nandatqry training in 

archaeo/og;ca/ ;ssuos. This can be developed by the 
Trust's archaeologist and can serve to increase the 

sensitivity to, and understanding of, archaeological 
issues and requirements. It helpg to peri~dically 
reinforee exactly why ground disturbing activities are 

damagin!I to archaeological resources. It aLm helps staff 
and docents explain to the public the role of archaeology 
in the interpretation of Woodlawn. But most 

imporLmtly, it helps remind those who, on a daily basis, 
are intin1ately associated with Woodlawn as an above­

ground resource, that there are equally important below 
ground remains. 

1 Ms. Lisa Young, Alexandria Conservation 
Service>, Ltd., 5001 Andm Ave., Annandale, Virginia 
22303, 703/503-5346, conserveit@earthlink.net. 

52 



SOURCES CITED 

Anonymous 

1971 

Braun, E. Lucy 
1950 

Coe, Jaffee L. 
1%4 

Crandell, D. 
1965 

Cushion, John P. 

Woodlawn Plantation: A Properly of 

t/:e National Tn,st for Historic 

Preservation. National Trust for 
Historic Preservation, Washington, 
D.C. 

Deciduous Forests of Eastern North 
Anz.Jrica. Hafner Press, New York. 

Jb Formative Cultures a/ the Carokna 

Piednzont. Trarua.ctiona of the 
American Philosophical Society 
54(5). 

lcehouse. Notes on file, Library, 
Mount Vernon Ladies Association, 

Mo~t Vernon, Virginia.. 

1976 Pottery and P<»'celain Tab/,wa,..s. 

Duggar, Jahn F. 
1921 

EDAW, Inc. 
n.d. 

Studio ViBta, London. 

SouUwm Field Crops. 
Company, New York. 

McMillan 

Cultural Landscape Report: Mount 
Venzon lvfi!tnorial Hi'g/1way 1 vol. 1: 
History. Prepared for the National 
Park Service, National Capital 
Region. Prepared by EDAW, Inc., 
Alexandria. 

EJlesin, Dorothy Elaine 
1968 Woodlawn Plantation. Unpublished 

M.A. thesis, Deparlment of History, 
University of Delaware, Newark. 

Flanagan, Edward J. 
1985 Woodlawn Plantation, Mt. Vemon, 

Virginia Arc/uzeo/ogical Reconnaissance 

Survey. Engineering-Science, 

Washington, D. C. 

Frick, R.P.L. 
l 952a April-May Report to National Trust, 

Ms. on file, Woodlawn Plantation, 

Mount Vernon, Virginia. 

1952b June Report to National Trust, M.. 
on file, Woodlawn Plantation, 

Mount Vernon, Virginia. 

1952c July Report to National Trust, Ms. 
on file, W ~odlawn Plantation, 

Mount Vernon, Virginia. 

l 952d December Report to National Trust, 
Ms. on -file, Woodlawn Plantation, 
Mount Vernon, Virginia. 

1953 March Report to National Trust, 
M.. on file, Woodlawn Plantation, 
Mount V emon, Virginia. 

Gardner, William M., Kinilierly A. Snyder, Gwen ). 
Hurst, and Tammy Bryant 

1996 . Phase II and III Archaeological 
Investigations of 44FX885, Fairfax 
County, Virginia. Ms. on fJe, 
Virginia Department of Historic 

Resources, Richmond, Virginia. 

Garrow, Patrick 

1982 Arcl1arzofogical Investigations on tlie 
Was/zington, D.C. Civic Center Site. 
Soll SystemB, Inc., n.p. Submitted 
to Historic Preservation Office, 

Department of Housing and 
Community Development, 

53 



ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF WOODLAWN PLANTATION 

Government of the Thetrict of 
Columbia. 

Godden, Geoffrey A. 
1964 Encyclopaedia of British Potteiy mid 

Porcelain Marks. Schiffer 
Publisb.ing, Exton, Pennsylvania. 

1985 Bng/is/1 China. Barrie and Jenkins, 
London. 

Hopkins, Aldin 
1960 The Woodlawn Garden Restorations. 

Tfu! Garden Club of Virginia Journal, 
September-October: 8-10. 

Howard, David S. 
1994 T11e C/10ice of tlie Private Trade" Tlie 

Private Market in Chines~ Export 
Porcelain IDustrated from t/ic HodrofJ 
CoHl3ciion. Zwemmer, London. 

Johnson, Michael F. 
1 Q81 A Pre1iniinary Cultural Resource 

Ass<Zssnient of Fair/ax County, 

Virginia, Prehistory. Fairfax County 
Archaeological Survey, office of 
Comprehensive Planning, Falk 
Church, Virginia. 

1986 The Prel1istory of Fair/ax County: An 
Overview. Heritage Resources 
Branch, Office of Comprehensive 
Planning, Falls Church, Virginia. 

Jones, Olive R. 
198b Cyhndrical Bng/is/1 Wine and Beer 

Bott/es, 1735-1850. National 
Historic Parks and Sites Branch, 
Quebec. 

Jones, Olive R. and Catherine Sullivan 

54 

1985 T11e Parks Canada Glass G/ossaiy for 
tlze Descn'ption of Containers, 

Tab/ei.oare, Flat Glass, and Closures. 

National Historic Parks and Sites 
Branch, Parks Canada, Quebec. 

Knoak, Patricia Ilura 
1992 Report on Reeearch Year 1992. Ms. 

in files, Woodlawn Plantation, 
Mount Vernon, Virginia. 

Kuennecke, Bernd, Susan L. Woodward, and Steven K. 
Pontius 

1989 An AlJas of Virginia. Kendall/Hunt 
Publishing, Dubuque. 

Kuchler, A.W. 
1964 Potential Natura/ Vegetation of t/1e 

Contemzinous United States. Special 
Publication 36. American 
Geographical Society, New York. 

LeeDecker, Charlee H., Charlee D. Cheek, Amy 
Friedlander, Teresa E. Ossim 

1984 Cuhural Resource SuTV'!J and 
Evaluation at Fort Be/voir, Vi'rginia. 
Soil Systems, Inc., Alexandria, 
Virginia. 

Lewis, Lynne G. 
1983 Woodlawn Archaeological 

Re~onnaisaance. Ma. on file, 

Woodlawn Plantation, National 
Trust for Historic Preservation, 
Mount Vernon, Virginia. 

1997 May It Rest in Peace.- Archaeological 
Survey and Mo~itoring of tlie Final 
New Site of the Pope-Leig/1cy House, 
Mount V'1mon, Virginia, March­

August 1995. Monograph Series 12. 
National Trust Archaeological 
Research Center, Montpelier 
Station, V4-ginia. 

Lewis, Lynne G. and Scott K. Parker 
1987 Woodlawn/Pope-Leighey HoUBe 

Archaeology, 17-18 August 1987, 
26-30 October 1987. National 
r rust for Historic PreBervation, 
Washington, D.C. 

Marlin, Ann Smart 
1994 "Fashionable Sugar DiBhes, Latest 

:Fashion Ware., The Creamware 



SOURCES CITED 

Revolution in the Eighteenth~ 
Century Chesapeake. In Histoncal 
Arc/1aeology of t/1e C/wsapeak., edited 
by P au! A. Shaokel and Barbara J. 
Little, pp. 169-187. Smithsonian 
Institution Press, Washington, D.C. 

McKearin, George L. and Helen McKearin 
1972 .Amencan Glass. Crown Publi.hers, 

New York. 

McNally, Paul 
1982 

Miller, George L 

Table Glass in Canada, 1700-1850. 
PaJs Canada History and 
ArchCUJOlogy 60. 

1980 Claesili""tion and Economic Scahng 
of 19th Century Ceramics. Historical 
Archaeology 14:1-40. 

1991 

Noel Hume, Ivor 

A Revised Set of CC Values for 
Classification and Economic Scahng 
of Engli.h Ceramics from 1787 to 
1880. Histonca/ .Archaeology 25:1-
25. 

1978 A Guide to Art;/acts of Colonial 
Amen ca. Alfred A. Knopf, New 
York .. 

Norman-Wilcox, Gregor 
1965 Pottery and Porcelain. In 71,, 

Concise Encyclopedia of A.tnen·can 

Antiques, edited by Helen Coms!ock, 
p. 132-161. Hawthorn, New York. 

Palmer, Arlene M. 
1976 Wintl1ertlwr Guide to cl1inese Export 

Porcelain. Crown Publi.hera, New 
York. 

Peirce, Donald C. 
1988 Bng/islz Cerarnics; '!1ze Frances and 

Emory Cock. CoRection. High 
MUBeum of Art, Atlanta. 

Pogue, Dennis J. and Esther C. White 
1991 Summary Report on tJze "House for 

Families" Sfaiie Quarter Sit12 
(44FX762/.J0-47), Mount Vernon 
PJantatioTl, Jvlount Venzon, Virginia. 

Archaeology File Report No. 2, 
Mount Vernon Ladies' Association, 

Mount Vernon, Virginia. 

Porter, H.C., J.F. Derting, ).H. Elder, and E.F. Henry 
1955 Soil Survey of Fair/ax County, 

Virginia. U.S.D.A., SoJ 
Conservation Service, Washington, 
D.C. 

Potter, Stephen R. 
1984 The Indians of Seventeenth Century 

Fairfax. Fairfax Chronicles 7(4):1, 
3-4. 

Price, Cynthia 
1979 19th Century Ceranzics in tJ1c Eastern 

Ozark Boarder Region. Monograph 

Series 1. Center for Archaeological . 
R.esea1:ch, Southwest Missouri 

. University, Springfield. 

Reed, William G. 
1936 Climate. In Atlas of Amencan 

.Agnculture, edited by O.E. Baker, pp. 
29-48. U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 

Sanford, Douglas 
1996 Searching and "Re-searching" for the 

African Americans of 18th-Century 
Virginia. In 'The Archaeology of l St/1-
Century Virginia, edited by Theodme 
R. Reinhart, pp. 131-148. Special 
Publication 35, Archaeological 
Society of Virginia, Courtland, 

Virginia. 

Schiffer, Herbert, Peter Schiffer, and Nancy Schiffer 
1980 C/iina for A.tni?rica: Export Porci?/ain of 

the 18tl1 and l 9tl1 Cen!unes. Schiffer 
Publishing, Exton, Pennsylvania. 

55 



ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF WOODLAWN PLANTATION 

Shantz, H.L. and Raphael Zon 
1936 Natural Vegetation. In Atlas of 

.American .Agriculture, edited by O.E. 
Baker, pp. 1-29. U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, W ashlngton, D. C. 

Singleton, Theresa 
1980 71,, .Arc/1aeology of A/ro-Amrncan 

Slavery in Coastal Georgia: A Regional 
Perceptiot1 of Slave Household and 
Community Patte?rns. Ph.D. 
dissertation, University of Florida. 
University Microfilm., Ann Arbor. 

South, Stanley 
1977 Met11od and T11eory in Historical 

Arc/1aeo/ogy . .Academic Press, New 

York. 

Sutton, Mack Q. and Brooke S . .Arku.h 
1996 .Arc/iaeo}ogica/ Laboratory Met/wds: 

An Introduction. Kendal/Hunt 
Publishing Company, Dubuque, 
Iowa. 

Traver, Jerome 

1992 Phase I lnvestigati0>1 of aR Previously 
Unsun-.eyed Areas of Fort Be_fvoir, 
MAAR Associates, Williamsburg, 
Virginia. 

Vlach, John Michael 
1993 Back of tJ,. Big House: 71ie 

Arcl1itecture of Plantation S/aiiery. 

University of North Carolina Press, 
Chapel Hill. 

Vose, Ruth Huret 
1975 71ie Anliqu• CoH.ctor's Guides: Glass. 

Crescent Books, New York. 

Walthall, John A. 
1980 Pre/1istaric Indians of t/1e Soutl1east: 

Arcliaeo/ogy of Alabama. University of 
Alabama Press, University. 

Walton, Peter 
1976 Creamwarc and Ot/ier Bnghsh Pottery 

56 

,-it Ternp/e Neu1sam House, Leeds: A 
Catalogue of tlie Leeds Caflection. 

Mannington Press, Bradford . 

Wehner, Nowysz, Patlschul\ and Pfiffner 
1980 Woodlawn Cotnprel1cnsitie Dei.ie/optnent 

Plan: Preliminary Draft. Wehner, 
Nowysz, Patlschull and Pfiffner, 
Architects, Io~ City, Iowa. 

White, Esther C. and Christy E. Leeson 
1999 Results of Phase I and Phase II 

A.rc/1aeo/ogica/ Investigations at 
Wasliinglon 's MiR Historical Sate 
Park (44FX2262). Mount Vernon 
Archaeology File Report No. 6. 
Mount Vernon Ladies' Association, 
Mount Vernon, Virginia. 

Wilson, Rex L. 
1982 Archaeologies! Testing at Woodlawn. 

Memo to George Smith, Director, 
Woodlawn, dated July 22. 

Zierden, Mactha and Kimberly Gri=es 

1989 Jm,.,tigating £/;te Lifeways 71iroug/1 
Archaeology: 71ie Jo/m Rutledge 
House. A:i:chaeologica.l Contributions 
21. The Charleston Museum, 
Charleston, South Carolina. 



CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC. 
POBox8664 

Columbia, SC 29202 

ARTIFACT CATALOG 

State:~ County: _F_airfax_· ------~-­
Projecl: 

Site#: 44FX1146 

Site Name: Woodlawn Plantation 

Catalog Numb« Description 

Abbreviations used on catalog sheets: 

"- Transect 

ST- Shovel Test 

UID- Unidentifiable· 

TU- Test Unit 

Recorded By, D. Hacker 
~--------------

Dak 6 January 2000 

page_l_of 20 

Acc. No.: ------

Provenience 



CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC. 
POBox8664 

Columbia, SC 29202 

ARTIFACT CATALOG 

State:[iill County: _F_airt:_· _ax ________ _ Site #: 44FX1146 

Project: Woodlawn Survey Site Name: Woodlawn Plantation 
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Provenience 

44FX1146-l-l 2 glass, clear T#l ST#3 (Nov. 1999) 

2-1 1 glass, aqua T#l ST#5 

2-2 1 brick fragment 

3-1 1 slate fragment ~#1 ST#!O 

4-1 1 slate fragment T#l ST#l3 

4-2 1 UID nail fragment 

5-1 1 UID nail fragment T#2 ST#9 

5-2 1 coal fragment 

6-1 1 creamware, nndecorated T#2 ST#!O 

6-2 1 glass, clear 

6-3 1 UID nail fragment 

7-1 1 pearlware, lOldecorated IT#2 ST#ll 

7-2 1 whiteware, lOldecorated 

7-3 1 UID nail fragment 

7-4 1 glazed brick fragment 

8-1 1 glass, brown IT#3 ST#3 

8-2 1 glass, green 

8-3 1 UID nail fragment 

8-4 1 quartz chnnk 

9-1 1 cream.ware, undecorated T#3 ST#8 

9-2 1 glass, clear 

10-1 1 pearlware, nndecorated T#4 ST#lO 

10-2 1 window glass 

11-1 1 window glass T#3 ST#l2 

11-2 1 UID nail fragment 

12-1 1 white saltglazed stoneware, nndecorated T#3 ST#l3 

12-2 1 pearlware, undecorated 

12-3 1 pearlware, green edge 

12-4 1 brown saltglazed stoneware 

Recorded By: Debi Hacker Date: 6 January 2000 
--------------~ 
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MFXl 146-12-5 I kaolin pipestem (5/64") 

12-6 2 glazed brick fragments 

13-1 2 window glass f#3 ST#l4 

14-1 l flint fragment f#3 ST#l6 

15-1 3 creamware, undecorated T#3 ST#18 

15-2 l pearl ware, poly hand paint 

15-3 l um nail fragment 

15-4 1 qirartz fragment 

15-5 1 vial animal bone 

16-1 1 um nail f'ragment f#3 ST#19 

16-2 I vial charcoal 

17-1 2 slate fragment T#3 ST#22 

17-2 3 um nail fragment 

18-1 3 glazed brick fragment T#4ST#9 

19-1 4 brick fragment T#4 ST#ll 

20-1 1 whiteware, undecorated T#4ST#l2 

21-1 1 crearnware, undecorated ~#4ST#l4 

21-2 I pearlware, undecorated 

21-3 l pearlware, blue handpaint 

21-4 l redware, clear lead glaze 

21-5 3 window glass 

22-1 I Chinese porcelain, blue handpainted T#4 ST#l5 

23-1 I slate fragment T#4 ST#21 

23-2 I window glass 

24-1 1 glass, aqua T#4ST#22 

25-1 I brown salt-glazed stoneware T#5 ST#7 

26-1 I pearlware, blue handpaint T#5 ST#ll 

26-2 I pearlware, blue transfer print 

26-3 I whiteware, undecorated 

Recorded By: Debi Hacker Date: 01-06-00 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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44FX1146-26-4 1 sandstone fragment rrn5 ST#12 

27-1 1 whiteware, undecorated T#5 ST#13 

27-2 2 slate fragment 

28-1 1 glass, black T#5 ST#l5 

28-2 1 window glass 

28-3 1 "smoothing stone11 

29-1 I slate fragment T#5 ST#17 

30-1 1 glazed brick fragment 11'#6 ST#3 

31-1 1 glass, black Tll6 ST#4 

32-1 4 crearnware, undecorated 11'#6 ST#6 

32-2 1 pearlware, undecorated 

32-3 1 whiteware, undecorated 

33-1 1 pearlware, blue edge T#6 ST#16 

34-1 1 chert fragment T#6 ST#20 

35-1 , 1 pearl ware, blue transfer print T#7 ST#5 

35-2 1 grey salt glazed stoneware 

35-3 1 glass, black 

35-4 1 UID nail fragment 

36-1 2 whiteware, undecorated T#7 ST#17 

36-2 1 glass, aqua 

36-3 1 window glass 

37-1 1 whiteware, undecorated T#7 ST#25 

37-2 1 coarse red earthenware, brown lead glaze 

38-1 2 pearlware, blue transfer print T#9 ST#4 

39-1 1 window glass T#9 ST#8 

40-1 1 flower pot rim fragment T#lO ST#12 

41-1 1 UID nail fragment T#l 1 ST#12 

42-1 3 pearl ware, undecorated T#l l ST#13 

42-2 1 glass, clear 

Date: 01-06-00 

Acc. No.: 

Provenience 
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Catalog Number Description 

44FXl 146-43-1 I pearlware, green transfer print T#ll ST#22 

43-2 I glass, clear 

,3_3 I UID nail fragment 

44-1 1 pearlware, transfer print rr#12 ST#3 

t5-1 I brown salt-glazed stoneware T#12 ST#5 

45-2 I slate fragment 

t6-1 I pearlware, undecorated T#12 ST#IO 

46-2 I window glass 

t7-1 I sandstone fragment .#12 ST#ll 

48-1 I glass, black ~#16 ST#5 

49-1 I window glass T#16 ST#6 

50-1 2 pearlware, undecorated T#20ST#4 

50-2 I pearlware, blue handpaint 

50-3 I grey salt glazed stoneware 

50-4 I glass, black 

50-5 I UID nail fragment 

50-6 I vial animal bone 

51-1 I grey salt glazed stoneware T#21 ST#4 

52-1 1 glass, black T#35 ST#6 

53-1 I glass, black T#35 ST#!l 

54-1 1 UID burnt material T#37 ST#3 

55-1 I quartz fragment T#37 ST#4 

page 5 of 20 ---

Acc. No.: ------

Provenience 

56-1 I UID iron ~#55 ST#l/surface 

57-1 I glass, black T#A ST#! 

57-2 2 glass, clear 

58-1 I UID nail fragment T#A ST#2 

59-1 2 pearlware, undecorated T#A ST#3 

59-2 I slate fragment 

59-3 2 UID nail fragment 

Recorded By: Debi Hacker Date: 01-06-00 --------------
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44FX1146-60-l I window glass surface (Icehouse) 

61-1 I pearlware, blue edged "Privy'' area I ST#! 

61-2 2 painted plaster 

62-1 I pearlware, blue handpaint "Privy" area I ST#! 

62-2 I window glass 

63-1 I glass, brown "Privy" area 2 ST#! 

63-2 I flower pot fragment 

63-3 I painted asphalt fragment 

64-1 I pearlware, undecorated "Privy'' area 2 ST#2 

65-1 2 glass, clear 11'#55 ST#19 

65-2 I window glass 

66-1 number not assigned 

67-1 number not assigned 

67-2 number not assigned 

67-3 number not assigned 

68-1 number not assigned 

68-2 rnumber not assigned 

68-3 ~umber not assigned 

68-4 number not assigned 

68-5 number not assigned 

69-1 3 whole clear bottles (medicinal; for injection) T#58 ST#l3- surface 

70-1 I glass, clear T#58 ST#l3 

71-1 1 brown salt-glazed stoneware T#58 surface, between 8&9 

72-1 1 window glass T#5 ST#l8 
-

73-1 1 UID nail fragment IN200 El90 

74-1 2 glass, brown T#65B ST#13 
-

74-2 2 glass, light green 

74-3 2 glass, milk 

74-4 5 glass, clear 

Recorded By: Debi Hacker 
--------------~ 
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l4FX1146- 74-5 1 window glass 

75-1 1 glass, light green T#68 surface near ST#4 

75-2 1 glass, clear 

76-1 1 glass, green T#68 surface near ST#8 

76-2 4 glass, clear 

END 

Recorded By: Debi Hacker 
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44FXI 146-77-1 3 creamware, iindecorated T#2 ST#2 (17 Aug. 1987) 

77-2 3 pearlware, undecorated 

77-3• 1 pearlware, blue decorated 

77-4 2 whiteware, undecorated 

77-5 1 yellow ware, undecorated 

77-6 2 gray saltglazed stoneware 

77-7 15 brick fragments 

78-1 2 creamware, undecorated T#7 ST#! (17 Aug. 1987) 

78-2 15 brick fragments 

79-1 1 creamware, undecorated T#7 ST#2 (17 Aug. 1987) 

79-2 1 pearlware, poly hand paint 

79-3 1 pearlware, green edge 

79-4 1 UID refined earthenware, glaze missing 

79-5 1 brown saltglazed stoneware 

79-6 3 small UID iron fragments 

79-7 1 quartz fragment 

79-8 11 brick fragments (2 glazed) 

79-9 1 vial charcoal 

80-1 2 creamware, undecorated T#7 ST#3 (17 Aug. 1987) 

80-2 5 pearlware, undecorated 

80-3 I pearlware, aonular 

80-4 I pearlware, blue transfer print 

80-5 l glass, black 
-

80-6 l 3 brick fragments ( 4 glazed) 
·-

81-1 2 cream,vare, undecorated T#7 ST#4 (17 Aug. 1987) 
--

81-2 1 pearlware, blue hand paint 
--

81-3 1 pearlware, mocha 
-

81-4 1 whiteware, blue transfer print 

81-5 I burnt refined earthenware 
-

Recorded By: Debi Hacker 
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44FXIl46-81-6 1 brown saltglazed stoneware IT#7 ST#4 (17 Aug. 1987) (continued) 

81-7 1 glass, black 

81-8 2 slate fragement 

81-9 14 brick fragments 

82-1 4 creamware, undecorated T#8 s.T#l (17 Aug. 1987) 
-

82-2 1 pearlware, annular 

82-3 1 oyster shell fragment 

82-4 2 animal bone fragments 

82-5 15 brick fragments (I glazed) 

83-1 1 pearlware, undecorated T#8 ST#3 (17 Aug. 1987) . 

83-2 1 glass, green 

83-3 2 glass, clear 

83-4 2 brick fragments 

84-1 1 creamware, undecorated T#8 ST#4 (17 Aug. 1987) 

84-2 1 crearnware, black transfer print 

84-3 3 pearlware, undecorated 

84-4 2 glass, black 

84-5 2 glass, clear 

84-6 1 window glass 

84-7 5 brick fragments 

85-1 l pearlware, undecorated T#8 ST#5 (17 Aug. 1987) 

85-2 1 redware, black lead glaz 

85-3 5 slate fragment 

85-4 l window glass 

85-5 5 brick fragments 

86-1 1 pearlware, undecorated T#8 ST#6 (17 Aug. 1987) 
. 

86-2 1 redware, brown lead glaze 

86-3 l glass, black 

86-4 5 brick fragments 

Recorded By: Debi Hacker 
-------------~ 

Date: 6 January 2000 
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44FX1146-87-1 5 brick fragments T#IO ST#2 (17 Aug. 1987) 

44FX1146- 1 creaware, undecorated } "PL IA" TU I, level A (26 Oct. 1987) 

I pealware, undecorated } 

I refined earthenware, glaze missing } THESE ARTIFACTS WERE NOT 

I wine bottle glass, dark green } DELNERED TO CHICORA. THE 

I bottle glass, other } COUNTS AND DESCRIPTIONS ARE 

I nail, misc., square } TAKEN FROM "L. LEWIS' LIST 

I rock, architectural? } 

44FX1146-88-1 22 creamware "PL IB" TU I, level B (26 Oct. 1987) 

88-2 12 pearlware, undecorated 

88-3 2 pearlware, blue handpaiuted 

88-4 I pearlware, poly handpaiuted 

88-5 I pearlware, cable 

88-6 I pearlware, green edge 

88-7 3 whiteware, undecorated 

88-8 2 UID refined earthenware, burned 

88-9 2 UID refined earthenware, glaze missing . 

88-10 I Chinese porcelain, blue handpaiut 

88-11 I white porcelain, undecorated 

88-12 I white porcelain, decalcomania 

88-13 I gray saltglazed stoneware 

88-14 1 red stoneware 

88-15 1 coarse red earthenware, glaze missing 

88-16 3 coarse red earthenware, clear lead glaze 

88-17 I coarse red earthenware, black lead glaze 

88-18 I coarse red earthenware, brown lead glaze 

88-19 1 brown salt glazed stoneware 

88-20 I Rockingham 

88-21 I redware, brown lead glaze 

Recorded By: Debi Hacker Date: 6 January 2000 ----------------
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44FX1146-88-22 8 glass, black "PL 1B" TU l, level B (continued) 

88-23 I glass, brown 

88-24 4 glass, clear 

88-25 6 window glass 

88-26 i UID nail fragment 

88-27 I kaolin pipestem (4/64") 

88-28 I button, brass (#18, 15.8nnn R="DOU(BLE) GILT") 

88-29 2 slate fragment· 

88-30 5 brick fragment (1 glazed) -

88-31 2 stone chunks, not worked 

88-32 I coal fragment 

88-33 1 calcined bone fragment -

88-34 I shell fragment 

88-35 2 rocks with asphalt 

89-1 78 crearnware, undecorated ''PL IC" TUI, level C (28 Oct 1987)" 

89-2 63 pearlware, undecorated 

89-3 5 pearlware, blue handpaint 

89-4 2 pearlware, poly handpaint 

89-5 I pearlware, cable 

89-6 1 pearlware, mocha 

89-7 9 pearlware, annular 

89-8 5 pearlware, blue edge 

89-9 3 pearlware, green edge 

89-10 18 pearl ware, blue transfer print 

89-11 5 whiteware, undecorated 

89-12 5 whiteware, blue transfer print 

89-13 2 refined earthenware, burnt 

89-14 12 UID refined earthenware, glaze gone 

89-15 1 yellow ware, undecorated 

Recorded By: Debi Hacker 
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44FXJ 146-89-16 ~ Chinese porcelain, undecorated "PL IC" TUI, level C (28 Oct 1987)-cont'd 

89-17 2 Chinese porcelain, blne handpaint 

89-18 2 coarse red earthenware, no glaze 

89-19 2 buff earthenware, no glaze 

89-20 3 lead glazed slipware 

89-21 I buff earthenware, clear lead glaze 
' 

89-22 I coarse red earthenware, clear lead glaze 

89-23 I rockingham 

89-24 9 coarse red earthenware, brown lead glaze 

89-25 4 coarse red earthenware, black lead glaze 

89-26 I redware, black lead glaze 

89-27 I Portobello ware 

89-28 I grey salt glazed stoneware 

89-29 I grey salt glazed stoneware, blue handpaint 

89-30 I brown salt glazed stoneware 

89-31 I green salt glazed stoneware 

89-32 2 stoneware, Albany slip 

89-33 1 brown stoneware 

89-34 32 glass, black 

89-35 I glass, aqua 

89-36 I glass, blue 

89-37 3 glass, manganese 

89-38 I 0 glass, clear 

89-39 I glass, melted 

89-40 17 window glass 

89-41 21 slate fragment 

89-42 + 11mortar" fragment 

89-43 2 "architectural" stone 

89-44 18 urn nail fragment 

Recorded By: Debi Hacker Date: 01-06-00 
--------------~ 
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44FX1146-89-45 181 brick fragments (9 glazed) ITU 1, level C (continued) 

89-46 8 kaolin pipe bowl fragments 

89-47 1 flint fragment 

89-48 1 wire fragment 

89-49 6 small UID iron fragments 

89-50 6 coal fragments 

89-51 2 shell fragments 

89-52 14 animal bone fragments 

89-53 1 vial chrucoal 

90-1 1 pearlware, undecorated "PL 1D 11 ·TIJ 1, level D (29 Oct. 1987) 

90-2 1 brick fragment 

. 91-1 1 pearlware undecorated "PL2A" TIJ 2, level A (27 Oct 1987) 

91-2 1 glass, clear 

91-3 1 window glass 

91-4 1 slate fragment 

91-5 1 UID nail fragment 

91-6 7 brick fragments 

91-7 1 coal fragment 

91-8 • slag fragments 

92-1 31 creamware, undecorated 11PL2B 11 TIJ 2, level B (29 Oct. 1987) 

92-2 34 pearlware, undecorated 

92-3 2 pearlware, blue handpaint 

92-4 1 pearlware, poly handpaint 

92-5 2 pearlware, annular 

92-6 3 pearlware, blue edg 

92-7 1 pearlware, green edg 

92-8 10 pearl ware, blue transfer print 

92-9 1 whiteware, blue transfer print 

92-10 l refined earthenware, no glaze 

Recorded By: D_ebi Hacker 
-~-----------~ 

Date: 01-06-00 
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MFXl 146-92-11 1 burnt refined earthenware "PL2B11 TU 2, level B (29 Oct 1987) 

92-12 2 yellow ware, undecorated 

92-13 1 Chinese porcelain, blue hand paint 

92-14 2 white porcelain, undecorated 

92-15 1 gray saltglaze stoneware 

92-16 1 brown saltglaze stoneware 

92-17 ~ coarse red earthenware, clear lead glaze 

92-18 1 coarse red earthenware, brown lead glaze 

92-19 2 redware, black lead glaze 

92-20 2 glass, black 

92-21 1 glass, blue 

92-22 l glass, aqua 

92-23 3 glass, clear 

92-24 11 window glass 

92-25 10 UID nail fragments 

92-26 35 brick fragments (8 glazed) 

92-27 2 mortar fragments 

92-28 3 kaolin pipestem 

92-29 2 UID iron fragments 

92-30 1 UID black rubber fragment 

92-31 1 slag fragment 

92-32 1 animal bone 

92-33 10 shell fragments 

Recorded By: Debi Hacker Date: 6 January 2000 --------------



CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC. 
POBox8664 

Columbia, SC 29202 

ARTIFACT CATALOG 

page~of20 

Stak~ County: _F_airfi_· _ax ________ _ Site #: 44FX1146 Acc. No.: -------
Project: Pope-Leighey Survey Site Name: Woodlawn Plantation 

Catalog N umher Description Provenience 

44FX1146-93-1 · 1 creamware, undecorated "PL3A" TU 3, level A (29 Oct 1987) 

93-2 2 pearlware, undecorated 

93-3 2 pearlware, green edge 

93-4 1 whiteware, tinted yellow 

93-5 1 coarse red earthenware, brown lead glaze 

93-6 1 redware, clear lead glaze 

93-7 1 gray saltgalze stoneware 

93-8 2 glass, black 

93-9 2 window glass · 

93-10 1 brick fragment 

93-11 1 stone fragment 

93-12 1 black rubber fragment 

94-1 1 glass, black "PL 3B" TU 3, level B (2 Oct 1987) 

94-2 1 window glass 

95-1 2 creamware, Wldecorated "PL4A" TU 4, level A (29 Oct 1987) 

95-2 1 pearlware, undecorated 

95-3 1 redware, black lead glaze 

95-4 2 glass, black 

95-5 2 glass, clear 

95-6 2 slate fragment 

95-7 5 brick fragments 

96-1 1 creamware, undecorated "PL4B" TU 4, level B (29 Oct. 1987) 

96-2 1 pearlware, undecorated 

96-3 1 window glass 

96-4 6 brick fragments (I glazed) 

Recorded By: Debi Hacker Date: 6 January 2000 
--------------~ 
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CHICORA FOrJNDATION, INC. 
POBox8664 

Columbia, SC 29202 

ARTIFACT CATALOG 

State:[iQ County: _F_airf_ax _______ _ Site#: 44FX1146 Acc. No.: 

Project: Site Name: Woodlawn Plantation 

Catalog Number Description Provenience 

44FXl146-97-l 1 silver of glass (23 July 1992) Surface, NE of mansion, facing house, 7 paces 

97-2 1 brick fragment 11 o'clock from cedar in front of last pine 

97-3 7 window caulk fragments A Ilana P. Wal lace 

97-4 4 coal fragments 

98-1 I pearlware, undecorated (23 July 1992) Surface, NW comer beyond Underwood garden 

between large boxwood and row of pines 

on edge of parking lot Allana P. Wallace 

Recorded By: Debi Hacker Date: 6 January 2000 ---------------



CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC. 
POBox8664 

Columbia, SC 29202 

ARTIFACT CATALOG 

Site#: 44FX1146 Acc. No.: 

page...!2__ of 20 

State:~ County: Fairfax 
---------~ -------

Project: Employee Parking Lot Grading Site Name: Woodlawn Plantation 

Catalog Number Description Provenience 

44FX1146-99-l 1 UID nail fragment Swface #1 (SEE REVERSE) 

100-1 1 pearlware, undecorated Swface #2 (SEE REVERSE) 

100-2 1 window glass 

100-3 1 UID nail fragment 

100-4 3 brick fragments ( 1 glazed) 

100-5 1 stone fragment 

101-1 2 pearlware, undecorated Swface #3 (SEE REVERSE) 

101-2 1 pearlware, blue transfer print 

101-3 1 pearlware, black transfer print & poly handpaint 

101-4 1 whiteware, poly handpaint 

101-5 5 glass, black 

101-6 2 glass, clear 

101-7 1 UID rutil fragment 

101-8 3 brick fragments 

101-9 1 strap iron fragment 

101-10 1 coal fragment 

101-ll 1 peach pit 

101-12 1 stone fragment 

102-1 1 UID nail fragment Swface #4 (SEE REVERSE) 

102-2 1 lock box fragment 

103-1 1 UID nail fragment Surface #5 (SEE REVERSE) 

103-2 1 UID iron fragment 

104-1 1 creamware, undecorated Swface #6 (SEE REVERSE) 

104-2 2 whiteware, undecorated 

104-3 2 white porcelain, decalcornania, mend 

104-4 1 UID nail fratment 

104-5 9 slate fragments 

104-6 3 animal bone fragments 

104-7 2 stones 

Recorded By: Debi Hacker 
-------------~ 

Date: 6 January 2000 



CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC. 
POBox8664 

Columbia, SC 29202 

ARTIFACT CATALOG 

Site #: 44FX1146 Acc. No.: 

page 18 of 20 -- --

Stak~ County:_F_airfi_ax _______ _ ------
Project: Employee Parking Lot Grading (19 Sep 1993) Site Name: Woodlawn Plantation 

Catalog Number Description Provenience 

44FXl 146-105-1 I whiteware, nndecorated isurface #7 (SEE REVERSE) 

105-2 I refined earthenware, burnt 

105-3 1 Chinese porcelain, blne handpainted surface #7 (SEE REVERSE) 

105-4 I glass, black ' 
105-5 4 UID nail fragment 

105-6 3 slate fragment 

105-7 11 brick fragment (2 glazed) 

105-8 6 fragment UID material- "paper/ bark" 

105-9 1 shell fragment 

105-10 + coal fragment -

105-11 3 rock fragments 

106-1 I hoe blade surface #8 (SEE REVERSE) 

107-1 1 crearnware, nndecorated surface #9 (SEE REVERSE) 

107-2 4 pearlware, nndecorated 

107-3 I machine cut nail fragment 

108-1 I UID nail surface #10 (SEE REVERSE) 

109-1 I plumbing end cap surface #11 (SEE REVERSE) 

109-2 1 peach pit 

110-1 I glass, brown surface #12 (SEE REVERSE) 

110-2 2 glass, clear 

110-3 1 strap iron fragment 

111-1 l UID nail fragment surface #13 (SEE REVERSE) 

111-2 l rock 

112-1 l UID nail fragment surface #14 (SEE REVERSE) 

113-1 l UID nail fragment surface #15 (SEE REVERSE) 

113-2 3 shell fragment 

114-1 4 wire fragment surface #16 (SEE REVERSE) 

Recorded By: Debi Hacker Date: 6 January 2000 --------------



CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC. 
POBoxB664 

Columbia, SC 29202 

ARTIFACT CATALOG 

State:~ County: _F_airfax ________ _ Site #: 44FX1146 

Project: Site Name: Woodlawn Plantation 

Catalog Number Description 

44FXl !46-115-1 1 pearlware, blue transfer print general surface 

Acc. No.: 

Provenience 

115-2 2 whiteware, undecorated "taken from the garden" 

115-3 I whiteware, blue transfer print 

115-4 I white porcelain, gilt 

115-5 I glass, black 

115-6 I glass, aqua 

115-7 I glass, manganese 

115-8 15 glass, clear 

115-9 1 whole bottle, brown glass 

115-10 I whole bottle, clear glass 

115-11 I window glass 

115-12 I wire cut nail 

115-13 3 um nail fragment 

115-14 2 brick fragments 

115-15 1 pintle 

115-16 I brass wick turner 

115-17 2 buttons, "'.bite metal, type #7 

115-18 I button, brass, type #9 

115-19 3 button, brass, type #18 

115-20 l horseshoe 

115-21 l cotter pin and ring, iron 

115-22 1 drawing knife fragment 

115-23 I plow clevis fragment 

115-24 1 plastic wide tooth comb fragment 

115-25 I brass hinge fragment 

115-26 1 brass cap fragment 

115-27 1 brass strip "-14" stamped on it 

115-28 I lead strip 

115-29 2 melted lead 

Recorded By: Debi Hacker --'------------- Date: 01-06-00 
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CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC . 
. POBox8664 
Columbia, SC 29202 

ARTIFACT CATALOG 

State:~ Counly:.:.F.:.airt:=ax~------­
Project: 

Site#: 44FX1146 

Site Name: Woodlawn Plantation 

Catalog Number Description 

44FX1146-115-30 2 UID iron fragment 

END 

-

Recorded By: Debi Hacker Date: 01-06-00 --------------
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Acc. No.: ______ _ 

Provenience 



CHICORA FOUNDATION, INC. 
POBox8664 

Columbia, SC 29202 

ARTIFACT CATALOG 

State:[iill County: _F_a_irfi_ax ________ _ Site #: 44FX2461 

page_J _of_J_ 

Acc. No.: 
-----~ 

Project: Woodlawn Survey Site Name: Otis Tutton Mason House 

Catalog Number Description Provenience 

44FX2461-l-l 2 glass, clear T#57 ST#8 

2-1 2 glass, clear T#57, ST#9 

2-2 I window glass 

2-3 I UID nail fragment 

l-1 6 glass, clear T#57 ST#IO 

3-2 I UID nail fragment 

3-3 3 wire nail fragments 

3-4 I roofing tack 
' 

3-5 ~ UID strips of flat iron 

·-

' 

Recorded By: Debi Hacker Date: 01-06-00 
---------------
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